Abstract: The paper offers a study of speech interruptions on the basis of their communicative and pragmatic peculiarities. It provides a dynamic model of interruptions, where the development of the situation of interruption is revealed thanks to the dynamic character of speech interaction. The article presents the analysis of speech acts employed in the process of interruption. It also introduces a number of tactics of the interruption in terms of the cooperative and intrusive interruption strategy.
Introduction
In recent years, the key problem of linguistic studies with a communicative-pragmatic orientation is to describe the paradigm of verbal behavior. Up to now there is no single approach that would make it possible to describe communicative behaviour in its complexity. The communicative-pragmatic approach reveals the features of the language units, which are manifested in communication, i.e., in the interaction of communicative partners in the exchange of ideas to solve vital problems (Формановская 2002) . Today, more and more researchers are turning to the problems of verbal interaction due to a growing interest in the nature of human communication and development of pragmalinguistics, a branch of linguistics, which deals with the transmission of the turn from one communicant to another, provided an opportunity to consider how communicative partners interpret the utterances of each other. Speech act analysis made it possible to identify illocutionary potential of interruptions in dialogical discourse, pragmalinguistic peculiarities of speech acts used to interrupt a partner. Speech act analysis helped to focus on pragmatic functions of speech interruptions, to reveal the intentional component of interruptions.
The method of interpretation was used for the selection of fragments of dialogical discourse containing interruptions, the analysis and explanation of the realisation and functioning of interruptions in specific communicative situations.
The elements of quantitative analysis were applied to determine the quantitative characteristics of discursive realisation of interruptions.
Dynamic model of interruptions

Basic stages of the interruption
The mechanism of turn-taking is an important part of a communicative process. The ideal model of turn-taking implies the sequential change of the communicative roles.
There are a lot of tactics of inclusion in the conversation, one of which is the interruption that violates the ideal model of turn-taking. This type of interaction is dynamic in its essence and demonstrates a desire of one of the speakers to adopt the communicative initiative.
According to conversational analysis, speech is not chaotic, but has a clear structure and its own dynamics. The pre-verbal stage of the interruption is marked by formation of communicative goals, situation, and context development that will accompany the interruption, prediction of situation development.
Analysing the interruption phenomenon in terms of its dynamics, I can distinguish three main phases of the verbal stage of the interruption: the pre-interruption, the interruption, and the post-interruption phase. To study these phases I will consider at least three communicative turns. The phase model "provides an opportunity to reveal the dynamics" (Морозова 2008: 22) of the interruption.
The pre-interruption phase
The first phase includes stimulus utterances that encourage the addressee to interrupt their partner. This phase is marked by the climax technique, intensification, aggravation of the situation, leading to emotional tension in the interruption phase. This stage of communicative interaction creates favourable conditions for the speech interruption. As far as the structure of this phase is concerned, it may embrace several turns. Consider this example: 1) (а) "You know how I pretty much declared that all guys are scum?" "Tracy, can you just hear me out?" (Eulberg 2010: 28) .
The example illustrates a situation, where the pre-interruption phase is formed of two turns (a) and (b). The pre-interruption phase is the impulse to the speech interruption (с).
The interruption phase
Turn-taking may be of two kinds: a speaker selects the next speaker or the other speaker starts talking without the partner's permission to speak. The second type of turn-taking is a characteristic feature of the phenomenon of interruption. The interruption phase is marked by the inability of one of the speakers to complete their turn to an end. The interruption may be depicted with the help of a model that shows the components of the situation of interruption (an addressee, an addresser, their cognitive spaces, a social situation, which includes the conditions and characteristics of communication, the interruption, and chronotope (spatio-temporal continuity), in which the sender and the recipient are located ( The interruption phase is characterised by the effect of defeated expectancy (Риффатер 1979) . Linearity of speech is marked by the appearance of the next element, which is prepared by the previous one. The emergence of an unexpected element in a communicative situation, which is not prepared by the previous one, causes the effect of defeated expectancy. The interruption is the unexpected element of such kind.
Depending on the communicative function of interruptions they may be cooperative (Кириченко 2015b; Li 2001; Murata 1994) , which are aimed at cooperation and collaboration, and intrusive (Кириченко 2015a; Goldberg 1994; Kennedy et al. 1983; Li 2001; Murata 1994) , which serve as an expression of superiority and dominance.
It should be emphasised that very often interruptions, which serve as a feedback signal, acquire the status contact maintenance utterances. Such interruptions demonstrate a sincere concern, interest, and involvement in a communicative process.
Taking into account the works of Dobrushina (Добрушина 2001) , Sacks, Schegloff, Jefferson (Sacks et al. 1974 ) Li, Zhang, Yum, Lundgren, Pahal J. (Li et al. 2008 ), Schegloff (Schegloff 2007 ), Biber, Johansson, Leech, Conrad, Finegan (Biber et al. 1999 ) and considering the criteria of functional loading I single out the following types of interruptions that serve as a feedback signal and an indicator of sincere interest:
• phatic reactive expressions that demonstrate interest in the topic of a conversation and immersion in the subject, reactive statements of agreement / disagreement / acceptance: (Grisham 2001: 45) .
• expressions that carry out semantic connection and have the connotation of evaluation, such as: I know, I suppose, I think, I don't think, I agree, I don't agree, maybe, etc.: 3) "First of all, I want to renew my motion for a change of venue-" "We object," interrupted Buckley "Shut up, Governor! " Jake yelled. "I'm not through, and don't interrupt me again!" (Grisham 1989: 379) .
• re-askings, echo questions, which are used to clarify, confirm, or disprove the information (often contain lexical entrainments): • repetitions, which are used with the same aim as re-askings, echo questions: 5) "Yes, sir, we sure did. Charlene's sort of-" "Sort of?" "Well, sort of horny" (Woods 1991: 27-28 ).
• completion of the utterance of the previous speaker: (Grisham 2009: 43) .
The following extract of the dialogical discourse provides the example of the interruption, which serves as a feedback signal: 7) "Funny you ask that. I actually just heard from a mutual friend that she got engaged.
(а) About a month after-" He stops, looks uncomfortable.
(b) "After you did?" (Giffin 2004: 90) .
In the fragment, the conversation happens between Rachel and Darcy. Rachel asks the man about his ex-girlfriends. When it is difficult for Darcy to complete the sentence (a), she interrupts him and finishes the utterance (b). The interruption in this case indicates full immersion into the conversation and awareness of the context, which limits the particular communicative situation.
It should be emphasised that interruptions do not always break the conversation integrity and structuredness, but rather act as a repair device (Sacks et al. 1974: 724) , especially in the case when something is not clear for one of the interlocutors. Thus, speech interruptions are characterised by not only a destructive function in speech, but also have a correcting purpose. So, the interruptions that serve as a feedback signal may have two functions, a disruptive and repair function, depending on the context and situation peculiarities.
The post-interruption phase
The post-interruption phase manifests itself in the form of folding of a communicative contact, full or partial change of a topic, and return to the topic, which was defined at the beginning of the conversation. There are two ways of development of the postinterruption phase: positive and negative. The phase will be positive, provided that there are no conflicts, communicative failures, or hostility, when the goals and interests of all participants are taken into consideration and understanding is achieved, otherwise the post-interruption phase will be marked by a negative tone.
According to Bilmes (1997: 515) , there are three ways of doing being interrupted: direct claims, interruption displays, and ignoring. Consider one of the types of reactions using an example: The above given example demonstrates the reaction for the interruption in the form of direct claims (а). The speaker does not like to be constantly interrupted as it is difficult to express the point of view. As a result, the speaker uses direct claims as a reaction to the interruption.
The post-interruption phase can be executed verbally or nonverbally. In the following example we are dealing with the absence of the post-interruption phase, as the conversation ends with the interruption. Consider the case of the interruption 9), which consists of two phases: the pre-interruption (a) and the interruption phase (b):
9) The bedroom was done in white, with all-white furniture, and a large mirrored ceiling over the bed. Tanner looked around and said, (а) "I'm impressed. This is the most-" (b) "Shh." Paula began to undress him (Sheldon 2004: 118) .
The post-interruption phase is omitted in the above given example for there is no need to continue the interaction any longer. The analysis of the post-interruption phase is rather important, because it helps to understand the speaker's reaction to the interruption and investigate what impact the interruption has on a communicative process as a whole.
The post-verbal stage of the interruption begins when the conversation stops and is characterised by processing of the results of communication by the speakers.
Summarizing: the speech interruption is not limited to one sentence. This is a complex communicative entity, which has the pre-verbal, verbal, and post-verbal stages that form the communicative situation of interruption.
Speech act theory
In this section I will analyse speech acts used to interrupt a communicative partner, i.e, speech acts of the interruption phase in particular. Fundamentals of the theory of speech act have been laid by Austin (1962) , who described the structure of a speech act by threefold distinction: locution (locutionary act -the performance of the utterance), illocution (illocutionary act -the pragmatic illocutionary force of the utterance) and perlocution (perlocutionary act-the effect of the utterance). Taking as a basis the illocutionary force of the utterance, Austin identified the following basic classes of performative acts: verdictives, exercitives, commissives, behabitives, and expositives. Searle (1976) , criticising the classification of performative acts by Austin, noticed that Austin presented the classification of illocutionary verbs in English, but not a classification of illocutionary acts. Taking into account the purpose of the utterance, differences between the utterance and reality, the internal state of the speaker, the peculiarities of propositional meaning, and the connection with extra-linguistic factors, the scientist suggested his own classification of illocutionary acts: representatives (or assertives), directives, commissives, expressives, and declarations. Considering the phenomenon of interruption from the perspective of the theory of speech act, I turn to the classification of speech acts by Pocheptsov (Почепцов 1975) , who distinguishes the following types of pragmatic utterances: constative, promisive, menasive, performative, injunctive, requestive, and quesitive. Within the framework of my research, the most appropriate classification is by Pocheptsov, who has built his classification of speech acts within the linguistic theory of proposition and identified structural, semantic, and pragmatic components in the sentence. In addition, in his classification the communicative-functional centre is communicative intention, which is an important parameter in the study of the interruption. Pocheptsov proposed pragmatic types of statements on the basis of common reactions of the addressee.
The most common speech act used in interruptions is constative, which occurs in 39% of all the cases of interruptions analysed in the paper. Constatives are statements that reflect facts. They cannot be interrogative or imperative sentences. Constatives are always affirmative sentences. Constatives are common both for intrusive and for cooperative interruptions. The following example illustrates the use of constative in the interruption, the purpose, which is to express understanding: 10) 00. In the above given example the interruption is used as a tool to clarify the situation and establish the contact.
Performative (4%) is a speech act, communicative and intentional content of which is an action: congratulations, gratitude, warranty, apology. Performatives refer to the present and are a characteristic of intrusive and cooperative interruptions. Performative is a sentence, the pronunciation of which is already an action ("I apologise"), for example:
13) "This is a nice paper, Bun-" "Thanks, thanks" (Tartt 1992: 87) .
Promisive (2%) is a promise referred to the future, and the author is the guarantor of Promisives are a characteristic of cooperative interruptions; for intrusive interruptions promisives are less common.
Another speech act that is inherent in speech interruptions is requestive (1%). It is a speech act, which is used to express an offer or request. Requestives are peculiar mainly to cooperative interruptions, but may be also used in intrusive interruptions to change the topic of a conversation or evade answers. Indirect speech acts may be used in such interruptions quite often:
15) "You haven't seen Charles, but I have, and I don't think you realize the shape he's in. Ask Francis, if you don't believe me. Even Julian's noticed. I mean, I've tried to tell you, but I just don't think you understand. He's out of his mind, and Camilla has no idea, and I don't know what we'll do when he gets home. I'm not even sure he'll be able to stay by himself. I mean-"
"I'm sorry," interrupted Henry, "but would you mind handing me those shears?" (Tartt 1992: 359-360) .
Menasive (1%) is a speech act, intentional and communicative content of which is a threat referred to the future. Menasive in its essence is a characteristic of a noncooperative strategy, therefore, menasives are common for intrusive interruptions:
16) The burly man was staring at Kelly. "What the hell are you-" "If you won't pay it, then forget it, you cheap bastard" (Sheldon 2004: 163) .
Thus, in the situation of interruption the most common speech acts are constatives, injunctives, and quesitives. Performatives, promisives, menasives, and requestives are used less frequently (Fig. 2) . The study of speech acts in the situation of interruption helps to accurately describe the functional purpose of the interruption taking into consideration the illocutionary purpose of the utterance.
Strategies and tactics of the interruption depending on its functions
Basic stategies of the interruption
In a study of the interruption in verbal interaction taking as a basis communicative and cognitive-pragmatic nature of this phenomenon, I distinguish two overall communicative strategies: the cooperative (harmonious, aimed at rapprochement and The tactic oftheme development 6%
The tactic ofapproval / confirmation 3%
The tactic ofcompassion / empathy 2%
The tactic ofadvice 1%
The tactic ofunderstanding / interest 6%
The tactic ofoffers / requests 3%
The tactic ofutterance completion 2%
The tactic ofencouragement 1%
The tactic ofassurance / conviction 2%
The tactic ofcorrection 2%
The tactic ofproviding information / clarification 4%
The tactic ofrequesting information / clarification 7%
The tactic ofdrawing attention 2%
Intrusiv
The tactic of persuasion 2%
The tactic of self-presentation 1%
The tactic of threats / warnings 1% The tactic of demonstrating power / status 2%
The tactic of pressure 1%
The tactic of reproach 3%
The tactic of accusation 1%
The tactic of negative evaluation / insult 2%
The tactic of censure 2%
The tactic of order 9%
The tactic of questioning 3%
The tactic of topic changing 7%
The tactic of resentment / dissatisfaction 2%
The tactic of manifestation of doubt 1%
The tactic of rejection / disagreement 14%
The tactic of evasion from answer / theme 2%
The tactic of contact termination / ignoring 6%
The cooperative strategy
The cooperative speech strategy is a harmonious strategy that is aimed at collaboration and cooperation. (Flynn 2012: 47) .
The main feature of the application of this tactic is the use of You-sentences -sentences with "you", "your" and "you're". (Lamb 2008: 457) .
This tactic may be realised with the help of one or two words, or even the whole sentence. The tactic of requesting information / clarification (7%) is involved in a situation of inability of the addresser of the interruption to understand the wishes of a communicative partner, the main goal, key idea, or some points of the situation. This tactic is implemented mainly with the help of interrogative sentences, which may also be re-askings or echo-questions (often containing lexical entrainments) and questions that include reformulation of the utterance of a communicative partner. The phrases
You think, Your idea is, What you mean is, Your point is, You saying, What you are
saying is help to adhere to the Politeness Principle. (Lamb 2013: 246) .
The intrusive strategy
The intrusive speech strategy (non-cooperative) is by nature confrontational, aimed at distancing and domination. The tactic of self-presentation (1%) is directed to create the desired impression of oneself and draw the attention of a partner:
32) "Uh-huh. And are we going to have to wear matching T-shirts or chastity belts or something? I can't wait to see that logo." "Tracy-" "I think having rules or guidelines or a mantra of some sort would be fun," Diane chimed in, interrupting what could've been the Club's first official fight (Eulberg
2010: 42).
The phrases I think, I believe, I'm convinced, Knock knock, This is me (who), Here I
am, It's me here + (a description of their own merits, advantages, position), and also Isentences, me-sentences help to realise this tactic. The motive of power, domination, preservation of own interests, maintaining a good image, the need for approval and respect are at the core of this tactic. This tactic can also be implemented to avoid setbacks and failures: (Eulberg 2010: 74) . (Sheldon 1982: 142) .
33) I ran downstairs just in time to hear Dad tell Ryan, "You know, I think it's good that bands want to keep the music alive, but the audience shouldn't kid themselves-" "Here I am." I interrupted. I was afraid that Ryan would bolt out the door if my parents kept this up
In other cases the speaker, who interrupts their partner, expresses their resolve to take actions that are almost impossible to avoid (I will / I'm gonna kill you / hurt you / hunt you down). This tactic may be implemented without violating the Politeness Principle; a threat or warning will be expressed implicitly (My lawyer will call you). This tactic is embodied mainly by promisive and menasive speech acts.
The tactic of demonstrating power / status (2%) is manifested by the expression of the speaker's superiority, preferences, and priorities in relation to a communicative partner. The basis of this communicative behavior is asymmetrical relationship between speakers (the head -the subordinate, the judge -the accused, the man -the woman "We c-can't find Amy," I stuttered (Flynn 2012: 39) . (Lamb 2008: 200) . (Tartt 1992: 379-380 ).
This tactic can also be implemented by means of emphasising the verbs do / did: And you did nothing!, What you did was nothing!, That's all what you did.
The tactic of accusation
The tactic of questioning (3%) consists in asking questions ignoring the remarks of a communicative partner, his desires, and goals. This tactic is embodied mainly by the quesitive speech act. Since the addresser of the interruption does not care about the preservation of face and cooperation within the Politeness Principle, the questioning tactic is perceived by a partner as inappropriate and unacceptable: (Lamb 2008: 8) .
The tactic of topic changing (7%) implies a violation of the postulate of relevance or relation, the Politeness Principle and involves the change of a theme. Therefore, relevant to a communicative partner topic is being ignored: (Lamb 2008: 65) .
Interruptions within this tactic may be accompanied by expressions such as Well, then, Wait a minute, but they are optional because the shift is mainly made without any markers, with a sharp change of a theme vector. The tactic of evasion from answer / theme (2%) is associated with the lack of desire or capacity (due to the lack of sufficient experience or awareness) to maintain the conversation within a pre-selected theme. (Sorensen 2011: 250-251 ).
The tactic of contact termination / ignoring (6%) is related to the unwillingness or inability of the speaker, who interrupts, to continue the communication.
Communicants, who interrupt their partners, force them finish the interaction without (Sorensen 2011: 303-304 ).
In conclusion, speech interruptions may occur within two communicative strategies:
the cooperative and the intrusive (non-cooperative). Each of these strategies has its own set of tactics, which help to realise speaker's intentions, for example, to dominate in the conversation, change the theme, define the status, take the initiative, humiliate a partner, or to continue the conversation, establish contact between communicants, cooperate, express consent and support, encourage further interaction.
Discussion and concluding remarks
The situation of interruption is a micro situation within the sphere of communicative interaction, so it has its own structure. The pre-verbal stage of the interruption is marked by the formation of goals, situation and context development that will accompany the interruption. The verbal stage of the interruption has three phases: the pre-interruption, interruption, and post-interruption phase. The post-verbal stage of the interruption begins when the conversation is finished. It is marked by the results processing and sometimes by the alterations in the conceptual system of the speakers.
These stages form the communicative situation of interruption.
If we juxtapose the interruption with the speech act theory, we may notice that the most common speech acts that help to interrupt a person are injunctives and constatives.
Injunctives are used mainly when the speaker, interrupting their partner, wants to turn the conversation in the needed direction, encouraging the addressee to perform some actions. Injunctives prevail in intrusive interruptions. Constatives, on the other hand, are the utterances that reflect facts. This speech act is common for both, intrusive and cooperative interruptions.
Taking the cognitive-pragmatic nature of the phenomenon of interruption as a basis, we may single out two communicative strategies. These are the intrusive and cooperative strategy. The cooperative strategy of the interruption is characterised by adherence to the principle of cooperation and the Politeness Principle, and maximisation of efforts to preserve face. The intrusive strategy is aimed at achieving the goals regardless of the needs and wishes of a communicative partner. That is why this strategy is associated with a violation of the Politeness Principle and the principle of cooperation. The speakers, who interrupt in terms of this strategy, do not care for the preservation of their face. Within these strategies the speakers resort to certain tactics that comply with goals and peculiarities of a communicative situation. The perspective of the further research is the study of the interruption in homogeneous and heterogeneous communicative groups. 
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Résumé in English
The paper provides the study of speech interruptions on the basis of their communicative and pragmatic characteristics. The main aim of the given work is to describe the dynamic development of interruptions, identify speech acts, strategies, and tactics, which are common for interrupting a communicative partner. The paper introduces a dynamic model of interruptions, which is presented by the pre-verbal, show that the speaker, who follows the cooperative strategy, wants to implement their goals peacefully and without a conflict. Following the cooperative speech strategy the addresser of the interruption manifests the desire to cooperation and demonstrates readiness to collaborate. The analysis reveals that the intrusive speech strategy implies differences, contradictions between the communicants. The basis of such differences is inconsistency in opinions, methods, means and purposes, personal qualities, prejudices, expectations, beliefs, values regarding the moral norms, attitudes, skills and knowledge, the differences in the understanding and interpretation of information, sundry emotional and physical conditions. As a whole, the study of speech interruptions is explained due to the need to investigate the mechanisms of its functioning in dialogical discourse for correct interpretation of this phenomenon in a communicative process.
Interpretation von Informationen, emotionale und physische Bedingungen. et démontre qu'il est prêt à collaborer. L'analyse révèle que la stratégie intrusive implique des différences, voire même des contradictions entre les communicants. En général, l'étude des interruptions de la parole s'explique en raison de la nécessité d'étudier les mécanismes de son fonctionnement dans le discours dialogique pour une interprétation correcte de ce phénomène dans le processus communicatif.
Mots-clés: interruption, modèle dynamique, stratégie, tactique, stratégie coopérative, stratégie intrusive.
Résumé in Russian
Статья представляет собой изучение речевых перебиваний на основе их 
